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believe that how technology is utilized in both spheres of work and life is shifting with the
advancements in technology. This study is designed to explore how certain technology patterns
are shifting the relationship betweenwork and life spheres and results show that the spheres are
becoming fused. A scale is developed and used as a resource to explore the impact that using
certain technologies at work has on Work–Life Balance Satisfaction, Job Satisfaction, and
Psychological Job Control. In this paper, Work–Life Fusion is defined as the concurrent
management of work and life demands while at work. Multi-group analysis across generations
surfaces clear indications of a shift to a fused approach toward work and life management
especially in younger cohorts (Millennials). Findings from this study would have implications for
leaders andmanagers, as this increasingly diverseworkforcewould extendwhatwe have come to
know as Work–Life balance to what we call Work–Life Fusion.
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Our current work environment will be experiencing shifts
in how work and life are managed affected by advancement in
technology and how such technology is being utilized by the
five generations that will be co-existing in this environment.
This paper explores how people manage work and life through
the influx of certain technologies in the workplace. People
continue to attempt to meet demands of both work and life on
a daily basis even as boundaries are being blurred and there
have been profound changes in the nature of work due to the
development of sophisticated technology (Lewis et al., 2007).
We put forward that the pace of change in work–life balance is
essentially being affected by technology. Kossek and Lambert
(2008) argue that there is indication from the field that
research should focus on the relationship between work and, NY 14450, USA.
ger).
This is an openaccess article unlife in order to reconstruct the boundaries between the two. A
study that looked at four generations (Traditionalists (born pre
WWII), Baby Boomers, GenX andMillennials) in a library setting
(Murray, 2011) showed that situations where Millennials
supervise a multigenerational workforce is rife with conflict
based on expectations of work, collaborations, andmultitasking
relative to the two domains of work and life.
Initial studies that highlight work and life as separate
framed managing the two domains as boundary management
(Bulger et al., 2007). These studies have their roots in the
industrial revolution and the 19th century and assume that
two distinctly different domains exist for the experience and
activity related to work and life management (Golden and
Geisler, 2007). The streamof research focusing onwork and life
has grown to be more broadly defined over the years as these
two domains develop to be more complex from both a human
and technological perspective. There is anecdotal evidence that
technology is changing how people manage both work and
life spheres and how younger generations are savvier withder theCCBY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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younger generations around texting in meetings, and using
other Social Media while at work. Employees, at the same time,
are constantly available after work through technology. These
examples are indicative of a shift in how work and life spheres
are managed in today's work environment.
Contemporary studies have becomemore closely focused
in the Work–Life balance literature where individuals seek
equilibrium in their management of work and life issues
and organizations seek to understand activities and needs
of employees in order to develop successful policies and
programs (Kossek and Lambert, 2008). With the work
environment becoming more complex and diverse, creative
methods and approaches emerged to deal with issues that
were non-existent in the past. The shift from Work–Life
balance toWork–Life Integration became common place and
dominant scholars such as Schein (1984) developed Life-
style as an a separate career anchor affecting consideration
for work choices. With the advancements of technology and
multiple generations co-existing with different behavioral
norms, we propose that this is causing both domains to fuse
and further re-landscape the management of face-to-face
and virtual interactions.
2. Literature review
2.1. Work and life domains: a history
The historic perspective of work and life has been well
articulated by Lockwood (2003). Work and life spheres have
been treated as two distinct domains sometimes suggesting a
distinction between work roles and caregiving roles (Kossek
et al., 1999b) or as aspects of culture and climate that need to be
included in understanding these two domains (Guest, 2002). A
review conducted by Kossek and Cynthia (1998) on the
relationship between work and family conflict and that of job
and life satisfaction highlighted the possibilities for better
integration of HRpolicies particularlymentioning that spillover
on roles related to work and family is negative. Some scholars
have also proposed taking advantage of creative approaches
such as flex-time to integrate work and life demands (Kossek
et al., 1999a); others have highlighted conflict and interference
as underlying contributing factors (Guest, 2002); and some
delve deeper into fundamental values and demographical
operating norms from a generational perspective (Lockwood,
2003). Although these scholars present approaches and
underlying factors related to Work–Life balance others have
looked at how this clash or dynamic would affect the
experience of work. Kossek et al. (2005) focus on how work
and life affect one's sense of psychological control especially
when life circumstances may not be as predictable as work
tasks. Other scholars have proposed that there are employees
who see these two domains as having equal priority in their
work (what they label as “Dual-Centric”) suggesting more of a
Hegelian dialectic (Bourne et al., 2009). Bourne et al. (2009)
show that Dual-Centrics experience more overall satisfaction
and propose that employers need to embrace the whole
individual in order to enhance employee well-being. While
the approaches, underlying factors, experience of work and
focusing on the employee as a whole individual with the
Hegelian tensions are valuable and significant, we weresurprised to notice that most research conducted in this stream
did not take into account the evolution of technology or how
intrinsically tied technology has become to individuals' life-
styles both at work and home.
2.2. Technology and a multigenerational work environment
From decisionmakingmethods to approaches to balance or
integrate work and life, technology has not been considered as
an extremely strong force shaping these two domains until
recently. Research that focus on technology and its impact on
work and life is only recently surfacing but scant. We hope to
contribute to this stream of work with the intent to also revisit
the dynamic of Work–Life balance as we feel that with the
increase of technology having an impact on both individuals
and organizations, this area deserves more attention. As
academics and practitioners, we have engaged with and seen
first-hand how a younger generation is constantly texting,
instant messaging, and engaging in extensive conversations
virtually (and silently) in classwhile attending courses orwhile
attendingmeetings, implying that less face-to-face interactions
are occurring. We argue that technology is fundamentally
changing how we communicate with others and that such a
shift is also drastically affecting our experiences in our current
work environment especially when different generations with
different expectations and behavioral norms are involved and
begin to clash. This dynamic will only be exacerbated when, in
the coming year, there will be five generations engaging and
interacting.
Our effort to explore what work has been done in this
specific area surfaced a few research studies. A recent study by
Dorrestijn and Verbeek (2013) explored the relationship
between technology and well-being and shed light on how
user-influencing technology mediates human existence and
well-being. Brodie and Rubin (2011) highlight that technology
has shifted the work environment to a more 24/7 design
impacting organizational commitment. Currie and Eveline
(2011) also show that these shifts have affected participants
(academics in their study) in managing both work and life
creating a “24/7” commitment. A study done on lawyers
(Thurston, 2012) shows that this shift to a 24/7 work
environment coupled with accomplishing tasks and commu-
nications instantaneously affects personal responsibilities and
health. It is evident that these studies are surfacing work
commitment and personal responsibilities different from
previous Work–Life balance research. Currie and Eveline
(2011) further propose that technology has affected the very
nature of work suggesting that it has caused both work
extensification and work intensification. These studies also beg
the question of what happens when younger generations take
over as managers and leaders in this shifted work environment.
The fact that people of different ages are immersed in different
computing technologies to varying degrees (McMullin et al.,
2007) would show where and how these generations are
interacting in the workplace. At this point in time, four
generations co-exist in the current work environment. As
these generations collide in their work environment, could
technology be affectinghow these generations perceive the dual
domains of work and life or are these dual domains collapsing
and contributing to unexpected stress at the individual and
organizational levels?
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Initial research conducted by Haeger and Lingham (2013)
indicate that rather than redraw the boundaries between work
and life, it is possible that clear boundary conditions have been
subverted and that work and life demands and interactions
have become fused through technological advancements.
There seems to be a movement from Work–Life balance and
the search for an equilibrium state to a new paradigm with
which people manage the demands of work and life almost
simultaneously. We put forward that if fusion is in fact
occurring, employers will need to rethink policies, methods
that support employees, and related assistance with meeting
demands of work and life simultaneously.
The literature is replete with studies around generational
differences in the workplace as well as the impact that
technology is having on workplace outcomes (Collins et al.,
2009; DeRue and Ashford, 2010; Hershatter and Epstein, 2010;
Heskett, 2007; Joshi et al., 2010; Lancaster and Stillman, 2002;
Myers and Sadaghiani, 2010; Shore et al., 2003; Twenge, 2010).
Additional reports attempt to contrast how different age
groups understand technology (Joshi et al., 2010; Meister and
Willyerd, 2010; Pelletier, 2005; Proserio and Gioia, 2007).
However, little research related to how technology use in
virtual and physical spaces impacts work and life management
exists. There is a greater dearth of research relating towork and
life management that hosts meta-analysis within a multi-
generational workforce. Considering the current multi-
generational work context, such similarities and differences in
technology uses and perceptions provide an environment ripe
with management challenges related to individual satisfaction
levels at work. Potential conflict from generational behavioral
expectations and norms should be considered since some
authors claim that these struggles are causing stress that
impact personal responsibilities and health (Thurston, 2012).
As technology continues to gain momentum, there should be a
call for researchers to seek and inquire into how this new state
is affecting behaviors, expectations, and the potential for a
paradigm shift in the current understanding of work and life
management.
We suggest that Work–Life Fusion is work and life
management on steroids, with technology acting as the
enhancement or catalyst. The main research objective of thisFig. 1.Work–Life Fusionstudy was to quantify the phenomenon of technology use in
physical and virtual space as it relates to the management of
work and life. A secondary aim was to measure the social
effects of this scale on Job Satisfaction (Fields, 2002),Work–Life
Balance Satisfaction (Valcour, 2007) and Psychological Job
Control (Kossek et al., 2005); and contrast these effects as they
relate to individuals in different age groups.
We begin this stream of research by asking how does the
use of current technology affect Psychological Job Control and
Work and Job Satisfaction? We propose a conceptual model
(Fig. 1) which serves as the foundation for development of our
use of technology scale, conducts measurement model reliabil-
ity and validity, and finally shows its nomological validity with
the two satisfaction measures mentioned (as dependent
variables) mediated by Psychological Job Control.
3. Methods
The investigation stems from an initial exploratory qualita-
tive study conducted by Haeger and Lingham (2013) where
their findings surface clear indications that management of
work and life is grounded in technology as a means to
concurrently manage this balancing act at work. The theoretical
basis of the study rests upon the idea that people in our current
environment are using technology as an annex to merge work
and life systems into a singlemore complex system. Our current
study extends this work by first creating a multidimensional
scale ofWork–Life Fusion integrating how technology is used in
bothwork and life domains. Thismeasurementmodel should be
able to demonstrate that work–life management is taking its
place in the virtual world and that such a fusion is in fact
possible when the use of technology (i.e., the virtual world) is
enhancing and catalyzing this shift.
In order to accomplish this, we develop a scale to measure
Work–Life Fusion through the use of technology. We hope that
this validated scale will allow us to measure the effects of
technology use in pursuit of work–life management on
generational cohorts. The ability of existing scales to quantify
such researchwas not available and therefore led us to develop
a suitable instrument. The measurement model will be tested
using rigorous techniques to determine that all items included
in the instrument share a common cause and consequence
(DeVellis, 2003).conceptual model.
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The scale development procedures that follow in this
section are based on processes outlined by Cabrera-Nguyen
(2010), DeVellis (2003) and Worthington and Whittaker
(2006). Using the snowballing technique and personal net-
working, respondents were located using word of mouth and
electronic communications. The instrument design incorpo-
rates frequency items to capture behavior and Likert items to
determine a shift in behavior relative to how work and life are
managed today. The survey consists of a detailed questionnaire
and was offered to working professionals who self-reported
through Qualtrix. As part of the pilot survey, the researchers
first began by engaging ten executive doctoral students, all
business professionals familiar with survey development, from
aMidwestern university, for expert review of the initial pool of
items (Worthington and Whittaker, 2006). Refinements to the
definition of Web 2.0 were required and we included online
sites like blogs and wikis that allow users to share (view/post/
add/update) content. We also defined Social Media as commu-
nities like Facebook/LinkedIn/MySpace etc. that allow users to
build and customize their own profiles and communicate with
others.
Such an initial process is outlined by Stenner et al. (1983) to
create rigor and establish face validity and demonstrate the
strength with which the instrument truly measures Work–Life
Fusion. We then sent out our survey to the pilot sample (of
which we obtained 86 completed responses). We conducted
permutated Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using SPSS with
Principle Axis Factoring (PAF) and Promax rotation taking into
account our pilot sample size (Worthington and Whittaker,
2006). TheEFAwas conducted to analyze our pilot data (n=86)
for factor structure in order to formhomogenous itemgroupings
(Worthington andWhittaker, 2006).We did observe acceptable
loadings onmost factors of greater than .5 (Hair et al., 2001). The
pattern matrix was considered acceptable as almost all factors
load cleanly. In order to establish Discriminant Validity, we
addressed the cross loadings. We removed 11 items due to low
loading and multiple cross loading issues when factor loadings
were less than .2 and cross-loadings showed less than a .15
difference between the two loadings (Worthington and
Whittaker, 2006). We justified removal of these items as they
either confounded the results or did not add value within the
constructs under studymoving forward. At this stage of analysis,
we were confident that our revised scale had better than
adequate psychometric properties and we moved to data
collection with our survey instrument.
As stated above, once definitions were added to the survey
for clarity we sent out the refined survey to a second group and
obtained 270 responses.We ran a Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) using AMOS (Byrne, 2010) on the factored scale items
(n = 270) to establish the validity and reliability of our
measurement model was conducted and the scale tested for
validity and reliability. We were confident in our CFA analysis
as 270 responses provided a ratio of 10.4 responses per item.
The demographics of our pilot and research samples are shown
in Table 1.
As can be seen in Table 1, our pilot sample and research
sample includes people from three generations; different
educational levels; multiple industries and different duration
of work–life (tenure). The data collected from the “SilentGeneration” was not used as most are retired or retiring
individuals. Our finalized, tested and validated scale consists of
seven subscales, each of which perforates a different aspect of
the overarching concept of Work–Life Fusion. Four subscales,
Web 2.0, Skype, Social Media and Email contain items that are
an assessment of what methods are leveraged and considered
integral to achieving balance in work and life (regardless of
physical presence). Two other subscales, Face to Face and
Virtual, assess employee expectations about preference for
physical or virtual presence tomanagework and life issues. The
final subscale, Concurrence, assesses the perceived role that
technological tools play in the simultaneous management of
work and life. The overall reliability of the scale is α= .787.
In order to establish the nomological validity of our scalewe
used Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to test it against
satisfaction measures used in current research; A Work–Life
Balance Satisfaction scale was used without adaptation from
Valcour (2007) and a Job Satisfaction scale was used without
adaptation from Fields (2002). We also decided to include
Psychological Job Control (PJC) adapted from Kossek et al.
(2005) as a mediator due to the proven influence that PJC has
on Job Satisfaction in Work–Life balance research studies. The
goal was to explore what influence the Work–Life Fusion scale
has on these already established relationships and to what
extent these influences differ among generational groups. The
hypothesis tables indicating whether each hypothesis was
supported or not (by generational cohorts) in this study can be
found in Tables 2 and 3. Standardized values for direct and
indirect effects are included and asterisks have been added to
indicate significance levels for these relationships.
All of the hypotheses posit a positive and partially mediated
relationship from the constructs of Work–Life Fusion to the
dependent variables, Work–Life Balance Satisfaction and Job
Satisfaction, via the mediator Psychological Job Control. In the
study, Baby Boomers are defined as those individuals born
between 1943 and 1964, Generation X (or GenXers) born
between 1965 and 1979 and Millennials born between 1980
and 1996. Achieving goodness of fit (Hair et al., 2001) before
testing hypotheses is more likely to yield accuracy in output
through amore parsimoniousmodel (Kenny, 2011). Themodel
achieved acceptable results for model fit (Kenny, 2012) at
(CMIN/df = 1.299; CFI = .987; NFI = .951; RMSEA = .033;
PCLOSE = .721; SRMR = .021).
A table with examples of items that represent each of the
seven subscales is shown in Table 4.4. Findings and discussion
The study began as a search of generational differences
related to leveraging technology in physical and virtual spaces
at work. An objective of our study was to create a Work–Life
Fusion scale to measure the extent to which people leverage
technological tools both virtually and in face-to-face exchanges
to concurrently manage work and life issues while at work. As
this scale was developed based on initial exploratory qualita-
tive research (Haeger and Lingham, 2013), we are confident
with the measurement aspect of the final scale with its 7
subscales and encouraged with the nomological validity using
Psychological Job Control as the mediator and both Work and
Life Satisfaction as the dependent variables.
Table 1
Pilot and research sample demographics.
WLF pilot study demographics
Demographics Grouping variable # of respondents (out of 270) % respondents (out of 100%)
Education Associates or less 12 14%
Bachelor's Degree 27 31%
Master's Degree 34 40%
Doctoral Degree & Post 13 15%
Generation Baby Boomer (1946–1964) 31 36%
Generation X (1965–1979) 32 37%
Generation Y (Millennial) (1980–1996) 20 23%
Silentsa (1930–1945) 3 3%
Industry Manufacturing 11 13%
Banking & ﬁnance 6 7%
Health & medical 8 9%
Education 14 16%
Information technology 4 5%
Legal and law enforcement 3 3%
Insurance 14 16%
Non-proﬁt & government 5 6%
Unreported 9 10%
Other professions 3 3%
Advertising 3 3%
Human resources 4 5%
Science 2 2%
Gender Male 42 49%
Female 44 51%
Tenure 0–4 years 38 44%
5–10 years 19 22%
11–15 years 9 10%
16–20 years 10 12%
21–30 years 6 7%
Greater than 30 years 4 5%
WLF pilot study demographics
Demographics Grouping variable # of respondents (out of 270) % respondents (out of 100%)
Education Associates or less 11 4%
Bachelor's Degree 61 22%
Master's Degree 119 42%
Doctoral Degree & Post 79 28%
Generation Baby Boomer (1946–1964) 96 34%
Generation X (1965–1979) 98 35%
Generation Y (Millennial) (1980–1996) 62 22%
Silentsa (1930–1945) 14 5%
Industry Advertising 16 6%
Banking & ﬁnance 10 4%
Education 74 26%
Health & medical 29 10%
Human resources 27 10%
Information technology 25 9%
Insurance 7 2%
Legal and law enforcement 4 1%
Manufacturing 22 8%
Non-proﬁt & government 30 11%
Other professions 15 5%
Science 7 2%
Unreported 4 1%
Gender Male 123 44%
Female 147 52%
Tenure 0–4 years 121 43%
5–10 years 80 28%
11–15 years 33 12%
16–20 years 21 7%
21–30 years 13 5%
Greater than 30 years 2 1%
a Silents too small to report on.
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differences related to Work–Life Fusion. The most interestingdiscovery is the clear trend or normative shift toward Work–
Life Fusion as a cohort becomes younger (seeHypothesesH1(c);
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found that the only element that all three cohorts seem to agree
upon is the diminished need for physical face-to-face interaction.
There are clear differences inmethods and preferences across
generations related to the use of technology to manage work
and personal domains. However, the shifts of trends in how
technology is being used to manage these two domains are
evident in the results (particularlyH1(c) andH2(c))where there
are significant differences in the use of technology to concur-
rently manage both domains with the Millennials seeing that
ability strongly mediated by Psychological Job Control. Where
Baby Boomers and GenXers have partial or no mediation effects,
only the Millennials have full mediation of Psychological Job
Control when they have the ability to concurrently manage both
domains. This significant finding is indicative of a trend toward
the collapse of both work and life domains leading to what is to
become an integrated “Work–Life Fusion”.
The results display a trend toward greater fusion of work
and life management as the generational cohorts become
younger. Embedded in this trend is a vanishing need for face-
to-face interaction and an almost non-cognizant acceptance of
virtual space in the lives of the participants (both Hypotheses
H1(b) and H2(b) are not significant and no relationship across
all three generations in this study).More specifically, there is an
evident shift in normative acceptance of virtual space (H1(d, f)
and H2(d, f)) and concurrent management (H1(c) and H2(c))
in the youngest cohort such that they do not recognize a
separation betweenwork and lifemanagement. This cohort has
achieved full fusion.
Initially we expected to surface the differences in how
different generationsmight use technology, but were surprised
to see how distinct each generation truly characterized and
how a clear chronology of the shift to fusion was illustrated
by the data. It is clear that there is a significant and positive
relationship between Virtual Expectations and both Work–Life
Balance Satisfaction and Job Satisfaction when mediated by
Psychological Job Control. This relationship exists only for
Boomers and GenXers. It is also clear that the two older
generations are still becoming comfortable operating in the
virtual world, but do see it as beneficial to managing work and
life. Millennials do not register Virtual Expectations as a tool
since they have grown up as the “Always On” generation. They
are not cognizant of a world without this space. Virtual is their
norm for work and life management. They are already a fused
cohort, which was confirmed in both Hypotheses H1(c) and
H2(c).
Interestingly, none of the generations considered face-to-
face interaction as salient to Work–Life Balance Satisfaction or
Job Satisfaction, which is a testament to the fact that most
people are becoming comfortable with virtual exchanges,
collaboration, and communication to accomplish work and life
tasks. For this, there is agreement across generations (support
for no relationship as hypothesized in H1(b) and H2(b) in our
study confirms this).
A very clear shift is happening for the three generations
along the use of technology to concurrently manage work and
life domains. This particular finding ismost salient in this study
and warrants further explanations and would call for further
research in this particular aspect of technology use. We believe
that Concurrent Management via technology use is the clear
shift toward Work–Life Fusion. The results for Concurrent
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tional cohorts except for GenXers. Concurrent Management is
not recognized by Boomers since they are predisposed to
manage work and life separately to be content. This is their
normal as they have always managed in this manner. Since
Boomers are predisposed to manage work and life separately,
they will continue to be satisfied at work without leveraging
technological tools as they are not hard-wired to work with
technology. GenXer's on the other hand, consider Concurrent
Management to be related to Work–Life Balance Satisfaction
(partial mediation — see support for H1(c)) The ability to
concurrently manage work and life issues at work has a direct
effect on their Job Satisfaction with no direct mediation
through Psychological Job Control — see support for H2(c).
This cohort needs to be able to manage work and life
concurrently at work in order to be satisfied in their jobs. It is
therefore no surprise that anecdotally fromour ownexperience
as leaders and managers in the work environment (or in
working with them), they do not expect management to
provide this as part of an autonomous work environment. This
cohort does need to be able to manage work and life
concurrently at work in order to be content with their efforts
to achieve this balancing act. We argue that this may be the
result of GenXers beginning life with their parents (Boomers
and older) setting an example and saw that work and life were
managed separately and by the time that this cohort entered
the workforce, technology was already changing the context.
GenXers understood one way of doing things, but learned to
use technology as they entered the world of work. The need to
thrive in this changing context made them “bilingual” in
navigating technologically driven and face-to-face work inter-
actions. They are clearly on the path to fusion. Millennials also
consider the ability to concurrently manage work and life
issues significant, and feel a loss of Psychological Job Control if
this autonomy is not offered in the work environment (full
mediation— see support for H2(c)).Millennialsmust be able to
manage personal issues during work hours since they are notTable 4
Examples of an item in each of the seven subscales in the Work–Life Fusion
scale.
Work–Life Fusion
Web 2.0 Usage
I use web 2.0 tools to get my work and family/life aspects organized.
Skype Usage
I use Skype or other web cam media to get my work and family/life
aspects organized.
Social Media Usage
I use social media (Facebook or LinkedIn or forms of online chat) to get
my work and family/life aspects organized.
Email Usage
I use email to get my work and family/life aspects organized.
Face 2 Face Expectations
I expect my coworkers to communicate with me face to face to get work
done.
Virtual Expectations
I expect my friends and family to communicate with me virtually to plan
family/life events when I am at work.
Concurrent Management
Skype or other web cam media make it easy for me to deal with both
work and family/life concurrently.
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them it is a much stronger expectation. This cohort must feel
constantly connected to their personal lives evenwhen atwork
(full mediation — see support in H1(c)). They are the most
fused cohort. Theywill not feel in control atwork if they are not
in an environment that supports ConcurrentManagement. This
is diametrically opposed to the normal state perceived by the
Boomer cohort. We therefore propose that we are entering the
era ofWork–Life Fusion, which in our view needsmuch further
research as it is a critical juncture in how we experience work
and life as individuals, teams and organizational members.
Email is an interesting element and a help or hindrance
depending on what cohort a person belongs to. This is the only
dimension that indicated no agreement between any groups
as to its valence. Each cohort showed internal consistency
regardinghow they viewed email relative toWork–Life Balance
Satisfaction and Job Satisfaction, but none were in agreement
across groups. In the Boomer cohort Email Usage is considered
to have a direct, but negative impact on Work–Life Balance
Satisfaction (see H1(d)) and Job Satisfaction (see H2(d)). For
Generation X, Email Usage has a negative impact onWork–Life
Balance Satisfaction only, but is mediated by Psychological Job
Control (see H1(d)). This means that this cohort considers
email a hindrance as the Boomers do. Merten and Gloor (2009)
support our findings as they also found that too much email
could serve as a dis-satisfier. It is possible that both cohorts are
overwhelmed by the volume of email and, as yet not the
optimalmulti-taskers, are unable tomanage it. In this case, they
do not view email as useful, but rather an element that impacts
them negatively. Our findings show that Boomers and GenXers
would not consider email as integral to concurrently managing
work and life. For Millennials, email is an integral and positive
part of Work–Life Fusion (leading to both Life and Job
Satisfaction (see H1(d) and H2(d) respectively)). This is likely
due to the fact that they are skilled at rapid response and view
email the same way that they view text messages. These
exchanges tend to look the same on a handheld device and it is
no surprise that Millennials are considered the “Net” Genera-
tion and that they must feel connected at all times to work and
life through technology.
Web 2.0 only surfaced once as an element useful to Work–
Life Fusion. The GenX cohort considered this tool as directly
significant when it came to Job Satisfaction (see H2(e)). One
might wonder why this tool did not register as significant with
Boomers or Millennials (again see H2(e)). We argue that for
Boomers, it has been a challenge to keep up with the surge of
technological resources in theworkplace in the past 15 years. It
is likely that they do not yet feel savvy enough to leverage this
tool. They are preoccupied with so many other technological
challenges and having a longer tenure in the workplace, that
they are not likely to be interested in posting or blogging to
share work related information. Haeger and Lingham's (2013)
findings support this as they found that Boomers are generally
content in their current positions and are happy doing a job and
going home. Upward mobility is not on the agenda and so “to
do” list tasks do not have valence (Haeger and Lingham, 2013).
We might all also agree that Millennials are known to be
savvier with social technologies. Web 2.0 leans more toward a
business technology and might, as of yet, not hold valence for
this cohort. It is those tools that allow them to remain
connected to personal life that they value the most.Not surprisingly, Social Media Usage is a useful means by
which Generation X and Millennials manage work and life
issues while at work (see H1(f) and H2(f)). For Boomers,
this tool holds no valence while at work. It is important to
remember that since Boomers are not hard wired to manage
work and life in a fused manner, these tools are most likely
utilized after work, if at all. For them the boundaries still exist.
Ironically, the opposite is true for Skype usage. Boomers
consider Skype a useful tool to leverage while at work in
order tomanagework and life, but the other two cohorts see no
valence (see H1(g) and H2(g)). This finding seems slightly
inconsistent with the fact that Boomers no longer require face
to face interaction at work. At a closer look, this finding
indicates the Boomer cohort's last bit of weaning from face to
face interactions as well as their movement toward leveraging
technologies that are a necessity at work and less difficult to
learn to use. This finding warrants further investigation as
technology advances.
Based on the hypotheses tested, there is exceptional
evidence that Generation X has significant relationships in
common with both Boomers and Millennials. This gives
credence to the idea that GenXers are the “Sandwiched
Generation.” It is likely that this generation is a rather bilingual
group when it come to interacting with both Boomers and
Millennials at work and we argue that they could be strong
managers or leaders during this transition phase as Work–Life
Fusion will become more prevalent and ultimately become the
new norm.5. Implications for practice
The differences in technology usage and how workers
leverage such tools to manage work and life would have the
potential to create collisions between generations. Most do not
understand the transition that is taking place and these
differences cause frustration at both ends. It is clear from the
study that there continues to be a great divergence in how
Boomers and Millennials perceive the workplace and manage
their lives when at work and at home. What is evident is that
depending on the age of the worker, different forms of
technology are perceived as a help or hindrance (Psychological
Job Control) to Job Satisfaction and Work–Life Balance
Satisfaction. Employers can leverage this information in order
to developwork environments that are conducive to all cohorts
since the workplace is home to five generations today. It is the
hope of the researchers that these findings will contribute to
studies related to work and family life synthesis and the
strategies employed by workers to manage the demands of
work and family (Kossek et al., 1999b). The assignment of work
and personal life are no longer circumscribed to specific times
and places (Golden and Geisler, 2007), but rather the use of
technology now acts as a medium with which to simulta-
neously address the demand of both. The findings in our study
may also add to the body of knowledge around flexible work
arrangements and supportive work–life policies (Richman,
2008) by informing employers about the importance of having
and enabling technology for workers to manage work and life
at work in order to achieve higher levels of job and life
satisfaction. What is clear from the study is that employers
need to address and support such a shift in order to
324 D.L. Haeger, T. Lingham / Technological Forecasting & Social Change 89 (2014) 316–325accommodate the current and future workers who will also
grow up fully integrated with technological tools.
Based on our findings that work and life is going to become
managed concurrently (whatwe label asWork–Life Fusion)we
put forward that organizations need to consider the impor-
tance of remaining current with how technology is leveraged
by workers to mange their lives and strike a balance between
concern for productivity and concern for employee well-being.
In some organizations, most internet access has been restricted
(for example hospitals and financial centers). Access is only
allowed with permissions and the use of phones has also been
restricted in this manner. Ultimately, organizations need to
reevaluate what is allowed and what is not in terms of
technology at work if the incoming generation is to remain
satisfied at work. Such allowances with the proper monitoring
could heighten perceived trust in employees and as such
improve satisfaction and productivity levels. We suggest that
although it may be prudent at this point in time to enact some
control measures with regard to use of technology and mobile
devices, the shift happening toward Work–Life Fusion is going
to challenge these control measures. We argue that our focus
will have to change and the need to transform these control
measures toward that of understanding how to trust em-
ployees to self regulate so that managing both work and life
concurrently will be the next wave in effective leadership and
management.
6. Conclusion
Our study has demonstrated that use and advancements in
technology will invariably affect how we manage both work
and life domains. Our findings uncover a trend toward Work–
Life Fusion which is salient and significant not only to the
Millennials but also to GenXers as they transition toward this
shift. We hope that our findings would spur future and much
needed research in this stream of work as it would be a vital
aspect of personal and organizational lives. Interviews con-
ducted by Haeger and Lingham (2013) are already showing
potential generational collisions and our study has empirically
supported that these clashes are also related to the shift toward
Work–Life Fusion. It is possible that while this younger
generation (and others that follow) will cause a dual effect on
how technology will evolve and its impact on Work–Life
interactions, we believe that work and life will become more
blurred and it may be timely for us as researchers and engaged
scholars to help contribute to this critical and interesting shift
in how we will all interact with students (in academia); with
employees (as leaders and managers) and with others across
the globe.
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